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REMARKS 

Claims 8, 9 and 12 remain in this application. Claims 1-7 were cancelled in a 
previous amendment. Claims 10, 11 and 13-16 have been withdrawn as indicated in the 
Response to Restriction Requirement filed August 6, 2003. New claims 17-26 have been 
added. No new subject matter is believed to have been added by this Amendment. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 8 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. §112 second 
paragraph as being indefinite. In particular, the Examiner indicates the phrase "supplying the 
guide gas in such a manner that the guide gas counter-currently flows to the first opening. . 
is indefinite and suggests the phrase "flows counter-current to the gas and the discharge 
pipe". The Examiner's suggestion has been incorporated however, the term "a gas" has been 
used to provide antecedent basis. The Examiner also indicates the term "the discharging 
means being positioned so as to face the feedstock-supplying means or the reaction zone" is 
unclear and suggests the term "discharging means being positioned so as to have the first 
opening of discharge pipe face the feedstock-supplying means or the reaction zone." Again, 
the Examiner's suggestion has been incorporated however, the phrase modified to eliminate 
reference to the feedstock-supplying means. 

The Examiner rejects claims 8 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by the teaching of United States Patent No. 5,024,818 to Tibbetts et al. ("the 
Tibbetts patent"). The Tibbetts patent is directed to an apparatus for forming carbon fibers in 
a continuous gas phase reactor. The reactor includes a vertical reaction chamber with a 
vertical reacting feed tube extending axially therein. Gases are fed into the feed rube and exit 
the feed tube at a closed end of the reaction chamber. The gases then flow back through the 
chamber to an outiet. Directing attention to Figure 1 of the Tibbetts patent, means for 
collecting carbon fibers, which includes at least one cyclone-type separator 51, filters 52 and 
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a trap 54, and an angled exhaust line 56 are all located outside the fiimace 34. However, the 
apparatus as found in Applicants' claim 8 includes a discharging means for discharging the 
carbon fibrous materials to an outside wherein the discharging means has a discharge pipe 
that is positioned at least partially within the furnace. Furthermore, there is neither a teaching 
nor a suggestion of a guide gas-supplying means for supplying a guide gas in such a manner 
that the guide gas flows countercurrently to a gas in the discharge pipe as found in claim 8. 
For that reason, the Applicants believe that claim 8 not only structurally different from but 
furthermore is non-obvious fi-om the teaching of the Tibbetts patent. Therefore, the 
Applicants believe that claim 8 is patentably distinct fi-om the teaching of the Tibbetts patent 
and claim 9, as a claim dependent upon claim 8, is itself believed to be patentably distinct 
from the teaching of the Tibbetts patent. Furthermore, by way of their dependence, either 
directly or indirectly, upon what is believed to be patentably distinct independent 8, new 
claims 17-26 are themselves believed to be patentably distinct. 

The Examiner further rejects claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by the teaching of each of the following United States patents, U.S. Patent No. 
4,572,813 to Arakawa (the Arakawa patent), U.S. Patent No. 4,816,289 to Komatsu et al. (the 
Komatsu patent), and U.S. patent No. 5,102,647 to Yamada et al. (the Yamada patent). 
Claim 12 has been amended to specify that the guide gas-supplying means, 40 for allowing a 
guide to pass through an end of the fumace at a location distal to the opening of the discharge 
pipe 31. First of all, this is a structural difference that is not taught by any of these 
references. Therefore, claim 12, as amended is not believed to be anticipated by the teaching 
of these references. Furthermore, this feature is not believed to be obvious in light of the 
teaching of these references. For these reasons claim 12 is believed to be patentably distinct 
over these references. 
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Reconsideration of claims 8, 9 and 12 and allowance of claims 17-26 are 



respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 

WEBB ZIESENHEIM LOGSDON 
ORKIN & HANSON, P.C. 



yames G. Porcelli 
^Registration No. 33,757 
Attorney for Applicants 
700 Koppers Building 
436 Seventh Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1818 
Telephone: 412-471-8815 
Facsimile: 412-471-4094 
E-mail: webblaw@webblaw.com 
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